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NOTICES OF EXEMPT RULEMAKING

&

The Administrative Procedure Act requires the Register publication of the rules adopted by the state’s agenmes under an exe
tien from all or part of the Administrative Procedure Act. Some of these rules are exempted by AR.S. §§ 41- 1005 or 41: 105

other rules are exempted by other statutes; rules of the Corporation Commission are exempt from Attorney General revxew purs .
ant to a court decision as determined by the Corporation Commission.

NOTICE OF EXEMPT RULEMAKING

TITLE 14. PUBLIC SERVICE CORPORATIONS; CORPORATIONS AND ASSOCIATIONS; SECURITIES REGULATION

CHAPTER 2. CORPORATION COMMISSION

FIXED UTILITIES
PFREAMBLE

1.  Sections Affected Rulemaking. Action
Article 15 New Article
Ri4-2-1501 New Section
R14-2-1502 New Section
R14-2-1503 New Section
R14-2-1504 New Section
R14-2-1505 New Section
R14-2-1506 New Section
R14-2-1507 New Section
R14-2-1508 New Section
R14-2-1509 New Section

Authorizing statute: AR.S. §§ 40-107, 40-202, 40-203, 40-204, 40-233, 40-281,40-282, 40-321, 40-336, 40-361, 40-365, and 40-
421.

Constitutional authority: Arizona Constitution, Article 15, Sections 1,2, 3,4, 6,7, and 9
Implementing statute: Not applicabie

3. The effective date of the rules:
August 27, 1997

4 list of all . . ing in_the Regi \dressine il le:
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking: 3 A.AXR. 350, February 7, 1997

Notice of Emergency Rulemaking: 2 A.AR. 3552, August 9, 1996; 3 A.AR. 365, February 7, 1997

5. ; ] ; ¢
Name: ChrlstOphe:r Kempley, Assistant Chlef Counsel Legal D:vxsxon
Address: Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
Telephone: {602) 542-3402
Fax: (602) 542-4870

Pursuant to the Federal Communications Act of 1996, local exchange carriers are required.to interconnect with any telecommuni-
cations provider requesting interconnection. If the companies are unable to agree on the terms and conditions for interconnection,
the Act mandates that state commissions mediate or arbitrate these matters, if requested by any party to the negotiations. The Act
does not specify the administrative detalls necessary to cffectuate mediation and arbitration procedures. These rules establish
state procedures for mediation and arbitration of interconnection agreements.
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Under the Act, telecommunications carriers may request that the state commission arbitrate interconnection agreements during the
135th through the 160th day following the request for negotiations to the local exchange carrier, and the state commission is
required to act on the request for arbitration within 9 months of when the request for negotiations was made. Many telecommuni-
cations cartiers have made requests to negotiate with the local exchange carriers in Arizona. There are currently requests for arbi-
tration pending before this Commission.

Because of the pending requests for arbitration, and the short time-frame within which the Commission must act on those requests,
it was necessary for the Commission to originaliy adopt these rules on an emergency basis. State law indicates that emergency
rules expire within 180 days from their issuance. These rules were set to expire January 19, 1997. Because the Commission’s
Hearing Division is stili in the process of arbitrating interconnection issues and because it is highly likely that there will be addi-
tional arbitration requests in the future, the rules were extended on an emergency basis for an additional 180 days by Decision No.
59980, dated January 16, 1997,

The Commission forwarded the rules to the office of the Secretary of State for notice of proposed rulemaking and ordered its Hear-
ing Division to schedule a hearing on this matter in accordance with procedure for permanent rulemaking. The hearing was held
ag scheduled on March 26, 1997. The Commission adopted rules A.A.C. R14-2-1501 through R14-2-1509 on June 12, 1997, in
Decision No. 60238,

The Commission has determined that the rules in this Chapter are exempt from the Attorney General certification provisions of the
Administrative Procedure Act (A.R.S. § 41-1041) by a court order (State of Arizona v. Arizona Corporation Commission 114 Ariz.
Adv. Rep. 36 (Ct. App. 1992)).

Not applicable.

The rulemaking established procedures for arbitrating issues between telecommunications companies that are seeking to agree
upon the terms of interconnecting their networks. :

Under the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, telecommunications companies are required to interconnect their networks
on terms that are just and nondiscriminatory so that the public can have “seamless™ service regardless of their local telephone

company. Should companies reach an impasse in their interconnection negotiations, state commissions are required to arbitrate
disputed issues.

Both incumbent and new entrant local exchange carriers, as wel as interested 3rd parties, will benefit by knowing the procedures
the Commission will follow in resolving disputed issues.

These rules may not result in any increased out-of-pocket cost to the Commission but will result in staff time being devoted to this
new function. The rules should not result in any additional cost to other government bodies or political subdivisions unless either
chooses to file comments on arbitration decisions. Parties to the arbitration would each be expected to bear their own costs. There
are no ¢osts to private persons or consumers. However, these groups wili benefit from the added choices of competing telecom-
munications companies when interconnection agreements are successfully completed.

£ H H £ A g p he Veer [LE

R14-2-1501. Application of Rules
No changes.

R14-2-1502.  Definitions

Subsection (D) has been amended by inserting the phrase “and resale services, as appropriate,” after the word “interconnec~
tion”.

Subsection (F) has been amended by deleting the word “open” before the word “issues”, and inserting the word “unresolved”
after the word “issues”.

R14-2-1503. Negotiation
Subsection (A) has been amended by deleting the reference to “A.”

Subsection (A) has further been amended by deleting the words “local exchange carrier receiving” and inserting the words
“telecommaunications carrier initiating” after the word “A” at the beginning of the Section,

Subsection (B) has been amended by deletion of the Section in its entirety.
R14-2-1504. Mediation

No changes. b
R14-2-1505. Arbitration

Subsection (F)(3) was amended by deletion of the words “his/her” and insertion of the words “the arbitrator’s” preceding the
word “discretion”,

&
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Subsection (F)(4) was amended by deletion of the word “a” before the word “mediator®,
R14-2-1506.  Filing and Service of Request for Approval of Interconnection Agreement

Subsection {CH2)(b} was amended by insertion of the words “or should not™ after the word “should”; insertion of the phrase
“in whole or in part,” after the words “be adopted,”; insertion of the phrase “in whole or in part” after the phrase “how the

agreement”; insertion of the phrase “or does not mect” after the word “meets”; and insertion of the letter “s” onto the word
“Communication”,

Subsection (C)(2) was further amended by addition of the foliowing:

d. A party may file a statement with the signed interconnection agreement, indicating that it has executed the agreement

under protest and does not waive its right to appeal specified provisions of the agreement that were mandated by Order
of the Commission,

Subsection {C)(3) was amended by deletion of the word “sections™ and insertion of the word “provisions” after the words
“identify which”, and insertion of the word “were” preceding the word “arbitrated” in the 2nd sentence.
Subsection (D) was amended by insertion of the phrase “to run™ afier the word “begin” in the 2nd sentence.

R14-2-1507.  Approval Procedure

Rule R14-2-1507 was amended by deletion of “,” after “arbitrated agreements”; insertion of “** after “negotiated provisions™;
and insertion of “,” after “negotiated agreements”,

The rules are amended by the addition of rules applicable to amendments to the interconnection agreement as new rules R14-
2-1508 and R14-2-1509. The following rules were added:

R14-2-1508. Amendments

Any amendments to an interconnection agreement shall be filed with the Comrmssmn, and if not rejected by the Commission
within 30 days of filing, such amended agreement will become effective,

1. For negotiated amendments, including amendments resolved by Commission or private mediation, Commission rejec-
tion shall be limited to diserimination against nonparty telecommunications carriers, lack of consistency with the public
interest, convenience, and necessity or lack of consistency with applicable state law requirements.

2. For amendments resolved through arbitration, whether by the Commission or private arbitrator, Commission rejection
shall be limited to failure to meet any of the applicable specific requirements of 47 U.S.C. 251, including any applicable
Federal Communications Commission regulations.

R14-2-1509, Replacement or Subsequent Interconnection Agreements

Replacement or subsequent interconnection agreetnents are subject to the provisions of this Article.

A. RI4-2-1501.  Application of Rules

Issue: U S WEST contended that proposed rule R14-2-1501 should be revised to spec1ﬁcally [nmt the scope of the Commis-
sion’s jurisdiction and powers to be as authorized by the Act, U § WEST claimed that the rules discuss the Commission’s
authority in broader terms than the authority granted by the Act. Staff, AT&T, and MCI disapree, claiming that the rule as
proposed already limits authority to that mandated by the Act.

Evaluation: We concur with the recommendations of Staff, AT&T, and MCI not to amend the provision.

Resolution: No amendment to the ruje is warranted. .
B. RI14-2-1502.  Definitions _

Issue: Whether the definition of Interconnection Agreement is sufficiently expansive.

Eyaluation: The definition of Interconnection Agreement as proposed indicates that the agreement is to set forth the terms and
conditions uader which interconnection will be provided. The Interconnection Agreement also should set forth the terms and
conditions under which services are to be provided at wholesale for the competing carrier to resell to the end user.

Resolution: Subsection (D) should be amended by inserting the phrase “and resale services, as appropriate,” after the word
“interconnection”.

C. R14-2-1503.  Negotiation

Issue: R14-2-1503(A) of the proposed rule requires that the local exchange carrier regeiving a request to negotiate should
notify the Commission when a request is received, U S WEST requested that notification be provided by the carrier initiating
the request to negotzate U 5 WEST claimed that confusion occurs regarding whether a formal request to negotiate has been
made, as certain carriers “have casually mentioned” the need to begin negotiations, and carriers do not always specify in
which states they intend to operate and therefore desire 1o begin negotiations. Requiring the requesting party to notify the
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Commission when appropriate would eliminate the confusion. Staff agreed that it may be more appropriate for the requesting
provider to notify the Commission. AT&T and MCI supported the rule as originally drafted by Staff,

Evaluation: To avoid possible confusion whether a formal request for negotiation has occurred, the obligation to provide
notice should be placed upon the requesting carrier,

Resolution: In R14-2-1503(A), the phrase “local exchange carrier receiving” should be deleted and replaced with “telecom-
munications carrier initiating”.

Proposed rule R14:2-1503(B)

Issue: U S WEST stated that proposed subsection (B}, which requires a 90-day negotiation status update, should be deleted.
U 8 WEST requested the deletion based upon 2 assertions: that negotiation status is confidential; and that the status informa-
tion is meaningless. Staff did not oppose the deletion if the subsection does not provide meaningful information. AT&T and
MCI supported the rule as originally drafted, claiming that the status check would provide encouragement for the parties to
negotiate. MCI also stated that any confidential information could be provided subject to a protective order.

Evaluation: Regarding R14-2-1503(B), the Commission does not need to be apprised of negotiations status. The parties are
free 1o negotiate, and their negotiations are not subject to deadlines or other constraints imposed by the Commission. The
Commission becomes involved if a party requests arbitration or a negotiated agreement is submitted for approval. We would
not expect that providing a status check would affect the progress of negotiations.

Resolution: R14-2-1503(B) should be deleted in its entirety and R14-2-1503(A) should be renumbered as R14-2-1503.
D. RI14-2-1504,  Mediation

Proposed mle R14-2-1504(B)

Issue: U S WEST proposed that R14-2+1504(B) be modified to require “that an independent, neutral 3rd party be appointed as
mediator, rather than appointing an employee of the Commission”, U S WEST proposed that the Commission should pro-
pose lists of potential medistors from private arbitration and mediation organizations. A party would be free to propose a
Commission employee as mediator.  Staff, AT&T, and MCI supported the proposed rule. They indicated that the rule
addresses situations in which the parties request mediation by the Commission. The parties are free to pursue private media-
tion independently of the Commission.

Evaluation: The Commission has access to individuals who are knowledgeable in telecommunications and are independent of
the negotiating carriers. If the Commission’s assistance is sought, it is appropriate for a Commission employee to act as
mediator. If the partics do not desire mediation by a Commission employee, they may pursue private mediation.

Resolution: No amendment to R14-2-1504(B) is warranted.
Proposed rule R14-2-1504(DY6)

Issue: U S WEST stated that as mediation and arbitration may occur concurrently, R14-2-1506(D)(6) should be modified to
avoid the appearance of a conflict,. U S WEST proposed that the sentence “A mediator shall not disclose any information
concerning the mediation.” be added to this subsection. Staff, AT&T, and MCI opposed U S WEST’s proposed modification.
They claimed that the rule already addresses confidentiality, and U S WEST s propesed language is too broad as it would
prohibit disclosure of any information, including the fact that the mediator is currently handling the matter.

Evaluation: The rule adequately addresses confidentiality. A mediator should be permitted to indicate involvement in a par-
ticular mediation to prevent a possible conflict if asked to participate in arbitration.

Resolntion: No amendment to R14-2-1504(D)(6) is warranted,
E. RI14-2-1505. Arbitration

Proposed rule R14-2-1505E) 1)

Jssue: U S WEST claimed that arbitration would work better if the dispute were arbitrated by professional arbitrators from
private arbitration organizations. U § WEST proposed that, upon receipt of a petition for arbitration, the Commission should
subrnit lists of private arbitrators from which the parties may choose, or the parties may submit the name of an agreed upon

arbitrator. If the parties are unable to agree upon the selection of a non-Commission employee as an arbitrator, a Hearing
Officer would be appointed.

Staff, AT&T, and MCI dispute the proposed amendment. They agree that Commission Hearing Officers acting as arbitrators
have the knowledge and familiarity with the issues to propose a timely resolution. Steff also indicates that Hearing Officers
understand the open meeting process. In addition, Hearing Officers would be more sensitive to the statutory deadlines and
the FCC’s usurpation of the Commission’s jurisdiction if a timely determination is not made.

Evalnation: In its exceptions to Proposed Order and Proposed Arbitration and Mediatfon Rules, filed Fuly 16, 1996, U §
WEST presented this same argument. The Commission rejected the argument in Decision No. 59762, The Commission’s
Hearing Officers have knowledge of the issues; an understanding of how resolutions may affect future issues, such as rate-
making; an understanding of the open meeting process; and an understanding of the interplay of federal and state jurisdic-
tions. It is appropriate for arbitrations to be conducted by Commission Hearing Officers.

&
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Resolution: No amendment to R14-2-1505(F)(1) is warranted.
Proposed rule R14:2-1505(F)(3)
Issue: The proposed rule refers to the arbitrator’s discretion as “his/her”.

Evaluation: Although somewhat repetitive, it would be less awkward and gender neutral, rather than attempting to be gender
inclusive, to refer to the discretion as belonging to the arbitrator,

Resolution: Rule R14-2-1505(F)(3) shall be amended to delete “his/her” and insert “the arbitrator’s” prior to the word “dis-
cretion”.

Proposed mule R14-2-1505(F)(4)

Issue: U S WEST proposed deletion of this rule!. U'S WEST claimed that the rule, which permits the arbitrator to obtain
assistance of Commission staff who have not mediated the interconnection agreement between the parties, undermines neu-
trality. U § WEST states that, since the Commission approves the interconnection agreement, no staff member who advises
the Commission should be associated with the arbitration process. In the alternative, J § WEST proposes that only informa-

tion regarding mediation which would be admissible pursuant to federal or Arizona Rules of Evidence or stipulated to by the
parties would be considered. :

Staff, AT&T, and MCI stated that the rule’s present prohibition against consultation with Staff which has medisted the inter-
cormection agreement is sufficient to preserve the parties’ confidentiality. They claimed that the arbitrator should be able to
seek Stafl assistance if needed, especially given the limited time-frames for resolving arbitration issues.

The proposed rule also refers to Staff members acting as “a” mediator.

Eyaluation: The rule states that Staff which has mediated the interconnection agreement will not be consulted in the arbitra-
ton process. The rule as presently written resolves any issues of confidentiality and conflict of interest.

The alternative proposal is not relevant, as it refers to information obtained during mediation. Such a situation would not
occut, as the rule bars assistance by Staff who have participated in mediation.

We will revise the sentence stated above regarding Staff members.

Resolution: Rule R14-2-1505(F)(4) will be amended to delete “a” after the phrase “acted as”. No other amendment to rule
R14-2-1505(F)(4) is warranted.

Proposed rule R14-2.1505(G)

Issue: U S WEST stated that the conduct of hearings should meet minimum due process standards, and therefore rule R14-2-
1505(G) should be amended to require: testimony under oath or affirmation; cross-examination of witnesses; and the federal
or Arizona Rules of Evidence to be used as guides to the admissibility of evidence. $taff, AT&T, and MCI objected to U §
WEST’s proposed amendment. They stated that the arbitrator should have discretion to determine the necessary level of for-
mality, and the Act does not require any spesific fevel of procedural formality. They claimed that the purpose of arbitration is
to strearnline the process and resolve issues more informally and efficiently than through trial.

Evaluation: Administrative procedures provide flexibility in the conduct of hearings. Arbitration, especially as conducted
under the strict time requirements of the Act, necessitate the use of streamlined and efficient procedures. In addition, at pub-
lic comment, U 8 WEST admitted that all arbitration hearings had been conducted in compliance with due process standards.

Accordingly, the Commission will not require arbitration hearings to be conducted in compliance with evidentiary procedures
applicable to trials.

Resalution: No amendment to rule R14-2-1505(G) is warranted. _ _
R14-2-1506.  Filing and Service of Request for Approvat of Interconnéction Agreement

Issue: U 8 WEST has proposed an amendment to R14-2-1506(C){2)(b) so that a party may indicate its opinion whether an
agreement should or should not be adopted. 17 § WEST also requested that a party be able to submit a statement indicating

that it executed the agreement under protest and does not waive its right to appeal the issues which were mandated by order of
the Commission.

Staff, AT&T, and MCI claimed that a party already is able to take the action which U S WEST would like to specify by rule.
AT&T indicated that U § WEST has filed such statements under the present rules. Staff had no objection to including the
language requested by U § WEST, while AT&T and MCI claimed that the proposed amendrnent is not necessary, nor is it
appropriate. MCI further asserted that the Commission should hold hearings to approve interconnection agreements. At the

hearing, the parties would have an opportunity to provide comments on whether the agreement meets the applicable provi-
sions of the Act.

Evaluation: While it is true that U § WEST has subrmitted statements which specify which provisions of the interconnection
agreement it believes comply with the Act, and which do not, the rule as presently drafted does not provide for such a state-

In its heading, 1 8 WEST refers to R14-2-1505(E)(4) but the discussion is regarding R14-2-1505(F 4.
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ment. It is appropriate to amend the rule to permit a party to state its position regarding compliance with the Act, including
whether certain provisions comply while others do not. In addition, the rules require the parties to execute an interconnection
agreement which incorporates arbitrated provisions. A party should be able to indicate for the record that it signed under pro-
test, and that it does not waive any right to appeal specified provisions which were included in the agreement pursuant to the
arbitration order. The party should be required to indicate with specificity which of the arbitrated provisions it has agreed to
under protest,

The proposed amendment encompasses 2 separate issues and should be separated in the rule,

R14-2-1506 (C)(2)(b) should be amended to allow a party to indicate whether the agreement, in whole or in part, should or
should not be adopted, and whether the agreement, in whole or in part, meets or does not meet the requirements of the Act,
R14-2-1306(C)(2)(d) should be added to permit a party to file a statement indicating that it signed the interconnection agree-
ment under protest, and preserves its right to appeal specified arbitrated provisions of the agreement,

It is not necessary to have a separate hearing on the issue of whether the interconnection agreement meets the terms of the
Act, as requested by MCI. The Commission can refer to the arbitration Order and has input of the Hearing Division as to
whether the provisions of the agreement interpret the arbitration Order so that compliance with the Act is maintained.

The reference in R14-2-1506(C)(2)(b) to “Federal Communication Commission” should be amended to refer to the correct
name, “Federal Communications Commission™. R14-2-1506(C)(3) should be amended for consistency, so that portions of
interconnection agreements are referred to as “provisions”™ rather than “sections”, and the phrase “which arbitrated” is
replaced with “which were arbitrated”. A reference in R14-2-1506(D) to the statutory timeline beginning to run should be
added to clarify the counting down of a time period.

Resojution: R14-2-1506(C)(2)(b) should be amended to insert “or should not” after “should”; insert “in whole or in part” after
“be adopted”; insert “,in whole or in part,” after the phrase “how the agreement”; insert “or does not meet” after “meets”, and

[

inserting “s™ onto “Communication”.

R14-2-1506(C){(2)(d) should be added, which states “A party may file a statement with the signed interconnection agreement,
indicating that it has executed the agreement under protest and does not waive its right to appeal specified provisions of the
agreement that were mandated by Order of the Commission.”

R14-2-1506(C)(3) should be amended to delete “sections™ and insert “provisions”, and insert “were” between “which” and
“arbitrated”,

R14-2-1506(D) should be amended to insert “to run” after “begin”,
G. R14-2-1567.  Approval Procedure
Issue: R14-2-1507(B) requires grammatical correction, as its clauses combine issues incorrectly.

Evaluation: It is necessary to delete the comma after “arbitrated agreements” and add commas before and after the phrase “or
within 90 days of request for approval of negotiated agreements”.

Resolution: R14-2-1507(B) is amended to delete “,” afler “arbitrated agreements”; insert “,” after “negotiated provisions™;
and insert “,” after “negotiated agreements”,

H. RI14.2-1508, Amendments

Issue: The rules do not address whether the Commission retains jurisdiction over amendments to an interconnection agree-
ment or whether amendments must be approved by the Commission. The issue has repestedly arisen in review of proposed
interconnection agreements, and has been resotved by the Commission,

Evaluation: It is appropriate to add a rule which states that the Commission retains jurisdiction over amendments to an infer-
connection agreement and how amendments are approved, consistent with actsal practice. The standard for negotiated
amendments, including amendments resolved by the Commission or private mediation, should be the same as for negotiated
interconnection agreements. The standard for amendments which have been arbitrated, whether by the Commission or pri-
vate arbitrator, should be the same as the standard for arbitrated provisions of ar interconnection agreement.

Resolution: In order to address the issue of amendments and to be consistent with actual practice before the Commission, the
following rule should be added:

R14-2-1508. Amendments

Any amendments to an interconnection agreement shall be filed with the Comnmission and if not rejected by the Commission
within 30 days of filing, such amended agreements will become effective,

1. For negotiated amendments, including amendments resolved by Commission or private mediation, Commission
rejection shall be Hmited to discrimination against nonparty telecommunications carriers, lack of consistency with
the public interest, convenience, and necessity or lack of consistency with applicable state law requirements.

2. For amendments resolved through arbitration, whether by the Commission or private arbitrator, Commission rejec-
tion shall be limited to failure to meet any of the applicable specific requirements of 47 11.8.C. 251, including any
applicable Federal Communications Commission reguiations.
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I R14-2-150%.  Replacement or Subsequent Interconnection Agreements

Issue: Rather than amending an interconnection agreement, the parties may choase to replace the agreement with a revised

version. In addition, interconnection agreements have a specified duration. The current rules do not address replacement or
subsequent inferconnection agreements.

Evaluation: Although we think it is clear that replacement or subsequent interconnection agreements are subject to the provi-
sions of this Article, clarification in a rule is appropriate.

Resolution: The following rule should be added:

R14-2-1509. Replacement or Subsequent Interconnection Agreements

Replacement or subsequent interconnection agreements are subject to the provisions of this Article.
1. A

y othe atte

Not applicable.
12. Incorporations by reference and their location in the rules:
Not applicable.

13. Was this rule previously adopted as.an.emergency rule?
Yes. :

3 A.AR. 365, February 7, 1997; and 2 A.AR. 3552, August 9, 1996.
14. The full text of the rules follows:

TITLE 14. PUBLIC SERVICE CORPORATIONS; CORPORATIONS AND ASSOCIATION; SECURITIES

REGULATION
CHAPTER 2. CORPORATION COMMISSION
FIXED UTILITIES _

ARTICLE 15. ARBITRATION AND MEDIATION, connection and resale serviges, as appropriate, will he pro-
Section E & » . . .
R14:2-1501. Application of Rules process in which a nextral 3rd party assists the partios in teache
R14-2-1502. Definitions ing their own settlement The mediator does not have the
R14-2~1503. Negofiation _ : : :
R14-2-1504. Mediation : poxsLi impase a resolution._The tole of the madiator and the
R14:2-1505. Arbitration - . ' goalaf {he process is fo hlp the parties achieve thir own res-
R142:1506. Filing and Service of Request for Approval of Iafer: Sl " N

connection. Agreement fion of issues Ived in the fiation of an interce )
R14-2-1507. Approval Procedure tion agreement
R14-2-1509. Replacement or Subsequent Interconnection Agree- ition for arbitration with the. Commission

ments b: . e

— : - oas in Ari b TolecOr,
R14:2-1501. Application of Rules : munjcations carrier to negotiate an interconnection agrecmment.
Mmmmmmmmd_bmw;mnwm L« oy »
tions Act of 1996, 47 11.8.C. 252, regarding the mediation, arbitra- party to the request for arbitration.
, k ; Lofi .
R14:2-1503

RI4:2:1502. Definitions poadelon, Megaflation inifiating 4 fequest to negotiate shall
A‘ 113 7t N N . . e

present their respective positions, notification shall be served on all parties to the negotiation
B‘ < 3% 4K : H *»
. - i R14-2-1504 S, |
the regulatory agency of the state.of Arizonahat has jurisdic- i ? : L A Medmtmn_ . fer 47 U/S.C. 252
mmndm&m%mmshmgﬂgmmimm]_ ‘1 - B MMWE fiation by the C. . Hear-
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discovery, pursuant to 47 US.C. 2524V R). The
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provisions shail include the foregoing materials as annro-

arbiirated.  The memorandum should clearly. identify
which provisions were negotiated and which were arbi-

trated,

D. Any filing not containing the required materials will he

timetines will not begin to rununtil a request has been orop-

erly filed. :
E. Agreements confaining both arbitrated and negotiated provis
- i1l he subi he_30-day deadli ified in 47
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